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Detailed Action 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8-29, 33-36 and 48-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Friedman et al (US 6,774,800 B2) in view of Navot et al (US 5,904,671 A). 
Regarding claims 1 and 36, Friedman et al teach a urine detection network, comprising: 
a first detector (16) configured to service a first region of a urine collection article (2); 

and 

at least a second detector (16') operatively coupled to the first detector and configured 
to service a second region of the urine collection article (2); 

wherein the first detector (16) and the second detector (16') are collectively configured to 
indicate a fluid distribution of the urine collection article (2)(column 3, lines 31 -56)(column 1 1, 
line 32-column 12, line 55)(see figure la, below). 
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to 




Friedman et al. do not expressly disclose a conductive element that electrically couples 
the first detector to the second. 

Navot et al. teach an absorbent article wetness detection system that employs multiple 
sensors (20)(60) in electrical communication (22)(see fig. 1, below). This allows the individual 
sensor to be remotely monitored, so the wetness of each of them is known (col. 6, lines 32-43). 



At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to incorporate the multiple electrically connected sensor arrangement of Navot et al. into the 
device of Friedman et al in order to provide more precise remote monitoring of fluid distribution 
than can be achieved with only two unconnected sensors. 




60 



7 



12 10 

r c 



n 



Application/Control Number: 10/666 5 351 



Page 4 



Art Unit: 3761 

Regarding claims 2 and 25, Friedman et al teach that the urine detection network has a 
net capacitance derived from at least a first capacitance of the first detector (16) and a second 
capacitance of a second detector (16'), and wherein the net capacitance of the urine detection 
network indicates fluid distribution of the urine collection article (2)(e.g., the article is at or 
nearing capacity near one of the detectors but not the other)(column 6, line 48-column 7, line 33) 
(column 11, line 32-column 12, line 55)(figure 5). 



Regarding claim 3, Friedman et al teach that the capacitance ranges between a 
predetermined minimum and a predetermined maximum (e. g., dry and full capacity)(column 11, 
line 32-column 12, line 55)(column 13, lines 1-32). 

Regarding claims 4, 5, 1 1 and 13, Friedman et al in view of Navot et al do not teach the 
specific type of ranges for the capacitance of the urine detector or thresholds of urine which 
trigger the device. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have understood that 
modifying the point at which the device is triggered will directly determine at what amount of 
urine collected at a given sensor will cause the device to notify a user via the alarm. Depending 
on a particular application, in some cases such a person would want to be notified of anything 
greater than trace amount, in other cases, notification would not be required until the diaper 




FIG. 5 
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reaches full capacity. It would have been obvious for such a person to modify the trigger point 
of the device of Friedman et al. depending on the particular circumstances of use of the diaper. 

Regarding claim 6, Friedman et al. teach that the urine detection network has a net 
capacitance derived from first and second inductance from the first and second detectors (16, 
16'), respectively, wherein the net inductance of the urine detection network indicates fluid 
distribution of the urine collection article (2)(column 6, line 48-column 7, line 33) (column 11, 
line 32-column 12, line 55)(figure 5). 

Regarding claims 8, 9, 12, 26 and 27, Friedman et al. teach that a characteristic of the 
first detector (16) measurably changes to a first value in response to a first threshold of urine 
wetting the first region of the urine collection article (2), and wherein a characteristic (such as 
capacitance) of the second detector (16') measurably changes to a second value in response to a 
second threshold of urine wetting the second region of the urine collection article (2) wherein the 
first value is different than the second value (column 11, line 32-column 12, line 55)(column 13, 
lines 1-32). 

Regarding claims 10, 15 and 16, Friedman etal. teach that the measured values are a 
function of capacitance and that a dielectric property of the first detector (16) measurably 
changes to a first value in response to a first threshold of urine wetting the first region of the 
urine collection article (2), and wherein a dielectric property of the second detector (16') 
measurably changes to a second value in response to a second threshold of urine wetting the 
second region of the urine collection article (2)(column 6, line 48-column 7. line 34)(column 9, 
line 60-column 10, line 28). 
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Regarding claim 14, Friedman et al teach that the first threshold is a more than nominal 
amount of urine (column 11, lines 32-55). 

Regarding claims 17 and 18, Friedman et al teach that the first detector (16) teaches a 
sensitizer including a dry ionized substance (column 10, lines 5-28). 

Regarding claim 19 and 20, Friedman et al teach an interface module (30, 38) in 
communication with first and second detectors (16, 16'), the interface module (30, 38, 49) 
includes an energy converting module (54) to wirelessly interact with a monitoring subsystem 
(58, 60) based on fluid distribution in the collection article (2)(see figures 5 and 6). 

Regarding claims 21-24, Friedman et al teach a connection node (54) from which a 
characteristic including net capacitance and/or net inductance of the urine detection network can 
be directly measured by detector (58). 



TRANSMITTER 




RESONANT f& 
TAG * 



RECEIVER 



DETECTOR 



58 




FIG. 6 



Regarding claims 28 and 29, Friedman et al teach that the first and second detectors (16, 
16') are arranged on a flexible substrate (32) configured to be incorporated into a diaper (2). 



Application/Control Number: 10/666,351 



Page 7 



Art Unit: 3761 

Regarding claims 33 and 34, Friedman et ah teach first and second detectors (16, 16') 
comprising a conductive path (30, 34, 36, 38, 40) which is a shaped wire attached to a dielectric 
(non conductive of direct current) substrate (32)(figure 4a). 



Claim 35 is a product-by-process claim. Product-by-process claims are not limited to the 
manipulations of the recited steps, only the structure implied by the steps. f, [E]ven though 
product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of 
patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a product does not depend on its 
method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious 
from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made 
by a different process." In re Thorpe, 111 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

In the instant case, the claimed steps do not produce an end product that is materially 
different from that shown by Friedman et ah in figure 6. Regardless of how it was made, the 
referenced tag (16) consists of a flattened conductive wire attached to a non conductive substrate 
(32) that functions identically to that claimed by the instant invention. 




FIG. 4a 
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Regarding claim 48, Friedman et al. teach a diaper (2) having an absorbent core (10) for 
containing urine and the urine detection network addressed in the discussion of claim 1 , supra. 

Regarding claims 49 and 50, see the discussion of claims 1,10 and 48, supra. 

Regarding claim 51, Friedman et al. teach a monitoring subsystem (58, 60) for 
determining the net characteristic of the urine detection network discussed supra. 

Regarding claim 52, the device of Navot et al. can detect wetness from just a single 
simultaneous measurement of multiple detectors. 

Regarding claim 53, Navot et al. teach an interface module (58) electrically connected to 
detectors. 

Furthermore, making what is known on the art to be separable, integral, is not sufficient 
to patentably distinguish an invention over the prior art. In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 
USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965). MPEP § 2144.04. 

Regarding claim 54, Friedman et al. teach wireless communication (RF) with the 
monitoring unit (computer, etc.). 

Regarding claim 55, Navot et al. teach an electrical connection (22) that is at least 
functionally equivalent to a bus. 

An express suggestion to substitute one equivalent component or process for another is 
not necessary to render such substitution obvious. In re Fout, 675 F.2d 297, 213 USPQ 532 
(CCPA 1982). 

Additionally, regarding the net characteristic measurement, see rejection of claims 22 and 
23, supra. 
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Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Friedman et al 
and Navot et al in view of Mahgerefteh et al (US 5,570,082 A) 

Friedman et al in view of Navot et al do not teach a detector having a coil shaped 
conductor. 

Mahgerefteh et al teach a diaper wetness sensor having a coiled conductor (5). This 
provides for a greater surface area than an uncoiled conductor has and facilitates wetness 
detection (see fig. 1, below). 



At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to add the coiled conductor of Mahgerefteh et al to the diaper wetness detector of Friedman et 
al and Navot et al in order to improve its ability to detect wetness. 

Claims 30 and 3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Friedman et al and Navot et al in view of Okada et al (US 4,704,108). 

Friedman et al do not teach two detectors which are elements of a single planar 
conductive element. 

Okada et al teach two detectors (13) which are elements of a single planar conductive 
element (11) that extends the length of the diaper. This design allows wetness detection along 
the entire length of the diaper (see fig. 2, below). 
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in 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use the elongated conductors of Okada et al in place of the multiple detectors in the device of 
Friedman et al in order to provide a simplified yet extended range of wetness detection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 32 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 

allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 

any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The art of record does not teach or fairly disclose an absorbent article having multiple 

urine detectors which form elements of a single conductive element wherein folding a of the 

conducive element creates an LC (capacitor-inductor) circuit. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 and 33-55 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Regarding claims 30 and 31, in response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., that the first and second detectors can operate without the other) are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 1 8 1 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Furthermore, element 1 1 is considered to be a single detecting device having sub- 
elements (1 1) and (12). 

In response to applicant's argument that taking the detecting device of Okada into the 
diaper of Friedman would destroy Friedman's ability to be remotely operated, the test for 
obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into 
the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly 
suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of 
the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). The sensing members of Friedman could be replaced 
with flat elongated sensing elements with out destroying its wireless capabilities. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Bogart whose telephone number is (571) 272-4933. 

In the event the examiner is not available, the Examiner's supervisor, Tatyana Zalukaeva 
may be reached at phone number (571) 272-1 115. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300 for formal communications. 
For informal communications, the direct fax to the Examiner is (571) 273-4933. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-3700. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
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may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair z direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





4 March 2006 



